REVIEW of the ANCESTRY of 
SIR RICHARD DE BREWES 1 husband of 
ALICE le RUS 


by P. W. Mackenzie 


Introduction 

The Complete Peerage states that Sir Richard de Brewes or Breuse (who died before 
18 June 1292 and who was married to Alice le Rus) was a younger son of John de 
Breuse Lord of Bramber and Gower, by Margaret, da. of Llewelyn ap Iorwerth, Prince 
of North Wales". According to The Complete Peerage this Sir Richard de Brewes was 
the younger brother of Sir William de Breuse d1290/1, Lord of Bramber and Gower. 
The Complete Peerage does not cite any references in support of this pedigree. 
Though in the recent release of The Complete Peerage : Addenda and Corrigenda v. 
14 it states that “the evidence for this filiation is discussed by Eugene Stratton, The 
Geneal. Vol 6, 1985. Pp85-9”. 

Eugene A. Stratton in his aforementioned article 4 entitled "The evidence that Sir 
Richard de Braose who married Alice le Rus was the son of John and Margaret" 
reviews the previous work 5 of D.G. C. Elwes and states Elwes work is unreliable and 
disregards it. Notwithstanding, Stratton comes to the same conclusion as Elwes. 
Specifically, Stratton stated "the preponderance of evidence, whether from the 
association 6 of William and Richard, from heraldry 7 , or from the stated relationship 

g 

of descendants , supports the conclusions that William and Richard were in fact 
brothers, and that Richard was therefore the son of John and Margaret de Braose". 
However, it is believed that the evidence identified by Stratton, whilst strongly 
supportive, is not itself conclusive. 

Stratton’s conclusion is predominantly based on remarks made by Robert E.C. Waters 
in his book entitled “Genealogical Memoirs of the Extinct Family of Chester of 
Chicheley, Their Ancestors and Descendents” 9 . In that book, Waters reported a 
dispute in the latter part of the fourteenth century concerning the right of inheritance 
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of Sir John Gernon, where extensive testimony was taken and stated that- "The 
evidence of Sir Peter de Braose and Sir John de Braose the elder and younger, who 
were Alice Coleville's cousins through her mother, was confirmed by Thomas 
Lampet.". Stratton starts from the premise that this Sir Peter refers to Sir Peter de 
Braose of Wiston and Sir John de Braose his son, and argues that they were the 
grandson and great-grandson respectively of William de Breuse (I), Lord of Bramber 
and Gower. He then argues that as Alice de Colville, was the grand-daughter of 
Richard de Breuse and Alice le Rus, then Waters’ remarks that they were cousins 
supports the conclusion that William and Richard were brothers. However, this is not 
supportable, as Stratton has based his conclusion on a false premise. The original 
documents 10 in this dispute include the testimonies of a number of witnesses, which 
include “Mons. John de Breouse, Mons. John de Breouse le fitz, and Mons. Peres de 
Breouse.” The witness “John de Breouse the Elder of the county of Suffolk” confirms 
Sir John Gemon right to his inheritance by testifying: 

“that Margaret de Breouse sister of Giles de Breouse the father of John 
de Breouse was the late wife to Roger Colville. And whom had issue 
Esmond Colville and two daughters Elizabeth and Alice. Esmond had 
one son Robert Colville at Bitham. And Elizabeth was the wife to Basset 
of Sapcote the grandfather of Mons. Bassett Sapcote. And Alice was late 
wife to Mons. Guy Goband the younger and from whom Alice had John 
Goband, Guy Goband, Elizabeth Goband, and Mabel Goband. John 
Goband died without heirs in regards to which Guy his brother sold his 
inheritance to Mons. Robert Colville. Elizabeth was the late wife to 
[blank]. And Mabel was the late wife to William Lampet who had many 
issue and ...illegible... afterwards said Dame Alice was the late wife to 
John Gernon the elder of whom he had issue Mons. John Gernon the 
younger .”. 

The witness “Mons John de Breouse the younger aged 36 years...of Suffolk” 
similarly confirms Sir John Gemon right to his inheritance. From this it is clear that 
the Sir John de Braose the elder and the Sir John de Braose the younger, as mentioned 
by Waters, are instead referring to the grandson and great-grandson of Richard de 
Breuse 11 of Norfolk and Suffolk and not, as stated by Stratton, William de Breuse (I). 
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Moreover, the evidence of Peter de Breouse is not given in this dispute and we can 
only speculate as to his identity. Indeed from a careful reading of these original 
documents, it is quite clear that there is no suggestion in the testimony of this dispute 
that William and Richard were brothers. 

D.G.C Elwes “ also proposed that Sir Richard de Brewes was a younger brother of 
William de Breuse, Lord of Bramber and Gower. As evidence, he cited two Assize 
rolls and stated that "there can be little doubt from the reading of the above Assize 
Rolls that William de Braose, on his marriage with Alina, had a demise from her 
father or brother Thomas de Multon of the manor, or a third part of it, of Thorgamby, 
in co. York, and he for some reason or another assigned it or some portion of it to his 
brother Richard de Braose, who in turn assigned it or some portion of it to his 
daughter Margaret, wife of Roger Colville". However, these references do not 
specifically state that Richard and William were brothers, or kinsmen for that matter. 

This paper will firstly briefly outline the established genealogical history of William 
de Breuse (I) dl290, Lord of Gower and Bramber, and that of Sir Richard de Brewes. 
Secondly, this paper brings together in one-place references concerning a series of 
transactions between William de Brewose and Richard de Brewes, some of which 
have not been considered before. 

Established Genealogical History 

Sir William de Breuse 14 (I), Lord of Bramber and Gower, was the son and heir of 
John de Breuse and Margaret daughter of Llewelyn ap Iorwerth, Prince of North 
Wales. He succeeded his father in 1232 and was of full age before 1245. He 
supposedly married firstly, Aline, daughter of Thomas de Multon, by whom he had a 
son William (II). He married secondly, Agnes, daughter of Nicholas de Moels of 
Cadbury, Somerset, by whom he had a son Giles. He married thirdly, Mary daughter 
of Robert de Ros of Helmsley, by whom he had four children Richard, Peter, 
Margaret, and William Junior (III). He died 6 Jan 1290/1 at Lindon, West Sussex and 
was buried at Sele Priory, Sussex 15 January 1290/91. His widow, Mary died shortly 
before 23 May 1326. William (II), son and heir by his first wife had livery of his 
father's lands 1 Mar 1290/91. 
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Sir Richard de Breuse 15 , the subject of this paper, married sometime before 9 Sep 
1265, Alice, widow of Richard Lungespeye (who d.s.p shortly before 27 dec 1261) 
and who was the daughter and heir of William le Rus, of Stinton, Stradbroke Norfolk, 
Akenham and Whitingham Suffolk by Agatha, daughter and heir of Roger de Clere, 
of Bramley Surrey, and Ludborough, Lincoln. Sir Richard died before 18 June 1292. 
His widow died shortly before 28 Jan 1300/1. Richard’s eldest son and heir by Alice 
le Rus was Giles de Breuse 16 who was 28 at his mother’s death. Giles de Breuse died 
shortly before 6 Feb 1310/1 and his son and heir was Richard aged eight or nine at his 
father’s death. Richard died a minor in the kings ward and his heir was found to be 
his brother Robert. Robert died shortly before 12 July 1325 and his heir was found to 
be his younger brother John de Brewes (I) born 10 Aug. 1306. He and his wife were 
both living in May 1370 . John’s de Brewes (I) heir was his son John (II) who was 
born about 1332. John de Brewes (I) also had a younger brother named Alexander de 
Brewosa 19 , who was born sometime between 1307 and 1310. In addition to Giles, 
Richard and Alice de Breuse also had a younger son Richard de Breuse to whom 
Alice conveyed the manor of Stradbroke' . 

Richard and Alice de Breuse had a number of daughters one of which was Margaret 

21 22 

de Breuse' ’ . Margaret de Breuse married Roger de Coleville, by whom she had a 
son Edmund de Coleville bom at Castle Bitham 25 January 1286 ' ’ . This Roger de 

Coleville died shortly before 6 March 1288 when an order was issued to the escheator 
to take into the kings hands the lands late of Roger Colevill, deceased, tenant in 
chief' . Roger de Coleville was found to have held at his death amongst others 
Auburn, Ledeham, and Bitham manors, co. Lincoln, Normanton manor, co. Leicester, 
and Hayketon manor, co. Cumberland the latter held not in his demesne as of fee but 
of free marriage of Margaret his wife 26 . Margaret was granted on 11 March 1288 
temporary payment from Roger’s lands until dower was assigned to her , which was 
assigned to her over the period 1288 to 1290' . Meanwhile, William de Breus was 
granted wardship on the 8 May 1288 of the lands late of Roger de Coleville, tenant in 
chief of Bytham and other places in co. Lincoln, reserving to the King the marriage of 
the heirs during their minority ' . Edmund de Colville died shortly before 16 March 
1316 when an inquisition post mortem found his heir to be his son Robert, aged 10 on 
the feast of St. Michael last . His mother, Margaret, wife of the late Roger Colevill 
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died shortly before 12 May 1335 when an inquisition post mortem found she held the 
manor of Ayketon, Cumberland and that her heir was Robert de Coleville, knight, her 
kinsman, aged 26 years 31 . 

Review of Previous Evidence 

-30 

Stratton in his article cites five charters dated between 1254 and 1269 concerning 
William de Breusa which were witnessed by a Sir Richard de Breusa, as evidence 
they were brothers. By one charter dated 4 January 1254, William de Breusa gave 
land for the good of his soul “and of John my father and Margaret my mother”, and 
Sir Richard de Breusa was one of the witnesses. Again in 1254 a Sir Richard de 
Breusa witnessed a quitclaim from the Prior of Sele to Sir William de Breusa, son and 
heir of John de Breusa. During the period 1260 to 1269, Sir Richard de Breusa was a 
witness to three further charters concerning Sir William de Breusa and the prior of 
Sele. Stratton then refers to the comments of the genealogist Moriarty that such 
charters are of value as they were “usually witnessed by the relatives and tenants of 
the donor or by his overlord”. Be that as it may, it is important to emphasise that 
none of these charters specifically indicate that William and Richard were brothers, or 
kin for that matter. 

Stratton also cites a feet of fine as evidence that Sir Richard de Breuse and Sir 
William de Breuse (I), were brothers. By this fine' dated 25 November 1271, 
William de Breouse acknowledged that the manor of Akenham and its advowson, 
with the advowsons of Claydon and Hemingston to be the right of Alice the wife of 
Richard de Breouse, and which he remitted and quitclaimed for himself and heirs to 
Richard and Alice and their heirs. Richard de Breouse in turn granted to William de 
Breouse and Mary his wife the manor of Brumleigh in Surrey to have and hold of 
Richard de Breouse and Alice his wife and the heirs of Alice on payment of a pair of 
white gloves at Easter. 

Surprisingly, it is not prima facie obvious that the William de Breouse mentioned in 
this fine is the Sir William de Breuse (I), Lord of Bramber and Gower. However, this 
feet of fine when read in conjunction with the inquisition post mortem on Mary de 
Breus 34 and other documentary evidence 35 establishes that the William referred to in 
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the fine is indeed William de Breus (I) Baron of Bramber and Gower. This 
inquisition post mortem on Mary de Breus mentions that she held amongst others the 
manors of Findon, Wassington, Bedinges, Westgrenstede, and Kyngesbeme together 
with the advowsons of the churches of Findon and [West] Grenstede, including 
certain lands, and 23 1/2 knights' fees worth 471., held for life in dower as part of the 
barony of Brembre. These manors were held by her husband William de Breuse (I) 
Baron of Bramber and Gower as part of the barony of Bramber and were the subject 
of a long running dispute within the de Breuse family 36 . The inquisition post mortem 
on Mary also mentions that William and Mary acquired Bromleigh to themselves and 
heirs of their bodies, by a fine levied in the kings court from Richard de Brewosa and 
Alice his wife, in exchange for a manor called Akenham, co. Norfolk (rectius 
Suffolk), held of the heirs of Giles de Brewosa by service of a pair of gloves or Id 
yearly. This Alice ’ ’ ’ , wife of Richard de Breuse, was the daughter and heir of 

William le Rus and was in possession of the manor of Bromleigh prior to its transfer 
to William and Mary. 

It is thus abundantly clear from this feet of fine, the aforementioned inquisitions post 
mortems, and the other cited documentary evidence that the William and Richard de 
Breouse referred to in the fine were Sir William de Breus (I) Lord of Bramber and 
Gower and Sir Richard de Breuse, the husband of Alice le Rus. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, this feet of fine is not conclusive proof that Richard and William were 
brothers, as this feet of fine is completely silent on their kinship relationship, if any. 

D.G.C. Elwes cites a number of references of relevance concerning the manor of 
Thorgamby in Yorkshire. Stratton refers to D.G.C. Elwes work and states “the many 
errors in Elwes’ work make this information by itself not of much use”. The author 
has obtained copies of the original references cited by Elwes and has found that 
Elwes’ translation of these documents to be reliable. 

One of these references concerns a civil plea 41 brought before the Yorkshire Eyre of 
1268-1269 by John de Stonegrave claiming against a Richard de Breuse the manor of 
Thorgamby as his right of writ. Richard de Breuse in answer testified that he held the 
manor of Thorgamby by the gift of William de Breuse and Aline formerly his wife, 
whose right and marriage portion it was. Richard testified that the same William and 
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Alina, between 1253/4 - 1255/6 came before the justices of the lord King’s Bench and 
acknowledged it to be the right of the same Richard by a Fine made there between 
them. And he testified that the same William held all the lands and tenements that 
were of the heredity of the aforesaid Alina by the law of England and that he 
maintains the same by issue, that is a certain William his son. And as such he calls 
therein to warrant the aforesaid William de Breuse as tenant of the lands which were 
the aforesaid Alina’s by the law of England and likewise the aforesaid William son of 
William de Breuse and heir of the aforeaid Alina, who is under age. The Treasurer 
and Barons of the Exchequer were ordered to send a transcript of the foot of fine on 
the day of St John the Baptist in one month. And likewise the aforesaid William de 
Breuse tenant of the lands etc was summonsed in the county of Sussex that he be here 
at the aforesaid date. And on that day the Treasurer sent the transcript of the aforesaid 
foot of the aforesaid fine sealed with the seal of the lord king, which showed that the 
aforesaid Richard and Alina and the heirs of Alina are held to warrant. And as it was 
shown that William son and heir of William was under age, the suit was remanded 
indefinitely. Apparently, William de Breuse did not first appear and the sheriffs of 
Sussex and Buckinghamshire were ordered to summon William and his son. The 
sheriff of Sussex was ordered to summon William de Breus and the Sheriff of 
Buckinghamshire to summon William son of Alina . 

At around the same time we find that Sir Richard de Breuse, as patron presenting 
persons to the church of Thurgamby 43 . A few years later, we find that this Richard de 
Breuse held rights of free warren in Thorganby in 1275-6 44 . 

Another of the references cited by D.G.C. Elwes concerns a civil plea 45 brought before 
Yorkshire eyre of 1293-1294 by Alice who was the wife of Richard de Breuse 
claiming against Thomas de Multon of Gillesland the third part of the manor of 
Thurgramby as her dower. In answer to this claim, Thomas testified that he did not 
hold the manor entirely, as Geoffrey Hertenpol holds part thereof. And as to the 
residue, he testified that Matilda 46 who was the wife of Thomas Multon (grandmother 
of the said Thomas and whom is her heir ) previously brought in the Lord King’s 
Court a writ of entry about that manor against Roger Colevile and Margaret his wife, 
namely claiming by right such manor as her inheritance. And he alleged that the same 
Roger and Margaret had not entered until after the demise, which said Thomas her 
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former husband had made to William de Breuse. And in answer to which writ, the 
same Roger and Margaret called to warranty the aforesaid Richard former husband of 
Alice, who in the same court warranted to them and therein thence called to warranty 
William de Breusse and William his son, who warranted to him and called to warranty 
Thomas son of Thomas Multon, who warranted to him. And that by judgement the 
court 47 was of the opinion that the aforesaid Matilda should recover the aforesaid 
tenancy against the aforesaid Roger and Margaret. And the same Roger and Margaret 
should recover land of equivalent worth from the aforesaid Richard, and similarly 
Richard in turn from the aforesaid William and William, and the same William and 
William in turn from the aforesaid Thomas. And he says that inasmuch as Matilda has 
recovered the aforesaid tenancy by such judgement, Alice cannot claim to be dowered 
of the said manor. During this plea, it was recognised that Richard de Breuse acquired 
the manor of Thorganby by deed from William de Breusse, to whom the aforesaid 
Thomas the husband of Matilda had demised. How this action terminated does not 
appear. 

Summarising, it quite clear that the Richard and his wife Alice, Roger Coleville and 
his wife Margaret mentioned in these civil pleas are the Sir Richard de Breuse ( the 
subject of this paper), his wife Alice le Rus, their daughter Margaret, and her husband 
Roger de Coleville, respectively. On the other hand, it is not at all obvious that the 
William de Breuse mentioned in these civil pleas was William de Breuse (I), Lord of 
Bramber and Gower. The only evidence in support of such a conclusion is that the 
William de Breuse mentioned in these pleas resided in Sussex and his son William 
resided in Buckinghamshire. In this regard, it should be noted that The Complete 
Peerage concludes that William de Breuse (I), Lord of Bramber and Gower was 
married to Aline Multon based solely on the aforementioned civil pleas, which without 
any further evidence seems wanting. Furthermore and most importantly, whilst it 
tempting to infer that William and Richard de Breuse mentioned in these civil pleas 
were kin, it should be emphasised that these pleas are completely silent on their 
kinship relationship, if any. 

Stratton additionally cites two inquisitions post mortem outlining something similar in 
relation to another manor. These are an inquisition post mortem 48 in 1272 on 
Helewisa de Levynton, late the wife of Eustace de Balliolo which states that Thomas 



de Multon, son of Thomas de Multon of Gillesland is the heir of Ayketon, and of 
moieties of the towns of Burgh on Sands, Cumberland etc, and an inquisition post 
mortem 49 in 1287-1288 on Roger Colville which states that he held the manor of 
Hayketon, co. Cumberland by free marriage of his wife Margaret. The latter implies 
that Sir Richard de Breuse gave the manor of Aikton, co. Cumberland to his daughter 
Margaret in frank marriage with Roger Colville. These inquisition post mortems 
when read in conjunction with the previous civil pleas concerning Thorgamby, 
suggest that the manor of Aikton, which was the right of inheritance of Thomas de 
Multon and not Maltida his mother, was given to Sir William de Breuse, who gave it 
to Sir Richard who in turn gave it to Margery and Roger Colville, in addition to or in 
place of the manor of Thorgamby. 

Further Evidence 

The most important evidence concerning the kinship relationship between Sir William 
(I) and Sir Richard de Breuse may be found in a number of references concerning the 
guardianship of Edmund Coleville. Both Stratton and Elwes cite a number of 
references dealing with the guardianship, but not all. One of which that was missed 
by both Stratton and Elwes, specifically mentions that William de Breuse had a 
brother named Richard. 

On the 8 May 1288, a William de Breus, for a fine of 100 pounds (and a rent of 83 
pounds 3 and quarter pence per annum) was granted wardship of the lands late of 
Roger de Coleville, tenant in chief of Bytham and other places in co. Lincoln, 
reserving to the King the marriage of the heirs during their minority 50 . Soon 
thereafter, Margery de Coleville, the widow of Roger, petitioned 51 the Parliament of 
King Edward during Easter 1290 claiming her dower against William de St. Quentin, 
who vouches to warranty an heir who is under age, who is in the king's wardship. She 
requested the king to command Richard de Brewes, the guardian, to answer, so that 
her claim for her dower is not delayed. 

On the 3 Dec 1315 Mary, late the wife of William de Brewosa, was ordered to pay 50 
marks a year of the amount due for the lands of Roger de Colvill. These lands had 
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been in the keeping of William by reason of the minority of Edmund, son and heir of 
Roger, and which had come to Mary after the death of William . 

Mary de Braose subsequently petitioned the Parliament of Edward II held during 27 
Jan - 20 Feb 1316 at Lincoln. Mary alledged, in this petition, that the said William, 
her late husband and baron of the late king, took from the late king the manor of 
Bitham with its appurtenances, until the majority of Edmund of Coleville, the son and 
heir of Roger of Coleville, through a fine of £100, nevertheless paying annually at the 
exchequer during the wardship £83 16s. 3d. and one farthing. She says said William 
delivered the said manor to Richard his brother, to hold at his pleasure, to pay the 
farm, and the said Richard did not pay the king's farm at the exchequer for the time 
when the said manor was in his hand: because of which the goods and chattels of the 
said William were taken into the hand of the late king immediately after his death, 
until the said Mary came to court, and made satisfaction, and found surety that she 
would make good the arrears, and pay the farm fully for the time which followed. 
Mary sought acquittal of the arrears. The King ordered the treasurer and barons of the 
exchequer to examine the records and to acquit Mary of the arrears 54 . 

We thus find Mary declaring that her late husband William de Brewosa, baron of the 
late king, had a brother named Richard. It is abundantly clear from the facts available 
that this William de Brewosa was Lord of Bramber and Gower who died in 1290 and 
Mary was his widow, daughter of Robert de Ros, who died in 1326. Of course, there 
remains to be shown that William's brother Richard was the same Richard de Brewosa 
who married Alice le Rus and who had a daughter Margery who had married Roger 
Coleville, from whom they had a son and heir Edmund Coleville. Whilst there 
appears to be no direct evidence of this relationship in the aforementioned references, 
it is more probable than any other possible scenario that the king granted to William 
de Brewosa the guardianship of Edmund Coleville, who in turn granted the 
guardianship to Richard de Brewosa, his brother , and grandfather of Edmund 
Coleville. This conclusion is entirely consistent with the other aforementioned 
transactions between William de Breuse (I) and Richard de Breuse, the husband of 
Alice le Rus, in that it is only one of the many similar dealings between the two. 
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Conclusion 


The evidence shows that Sir Richard de Breuse, the husband of Alice le Rus, was 
highly likely the brother of Sir William de Breuse (I) Lord of Bramber and Gower and 
son of John de Breuse Lord of Bramber and Gower, by Margaret, da. of Llewelyn ap 
Iorwerth, Prince of North Wales. This new evidence adds further weight to the 
conclusions of Elwes and Stratton. However, it must be emphasized that the 
aforementioned evidence still does not prove this relationship beyond doubt. Further 
research and evidence is still required. 
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CHART B 
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NOTES 


1 The name de Brewes has many variations, such as Breuse, Breouse, Brewose, 
Brausa, etc. In modern times there has been a tendency to group all these variations 
under the one heading de Braose. As far as I can ascertain the name de Braose was 
not used in the original medieval documents but was introduced in relatively recent 
times. In the present article, I have used those variations of the name used in the 
references in question. 

2 The Complete Peerage , [new ed. 12 vols. In 13, London 1910-59], 2:304 

3 Ibid. p302. 

4 Eugene A. Stratton, The Genealogist 6 [1988]: 85-94. 

D.G.C. Elwes, The Genealogist [1883], 1-57, p43 

6 Richard de Breusa was a witness to five charters concerning William de Breusa, L. 
F. Salzaman, ed. The Chartulary of the Priory of St. Peter at Sele (Cambridge, 1923) 
pp5-6, p67, p 85, p. 86, pp. 73-74. 

7 

Stratton states in the aforementioned article [see note 3] that the arms of the main 
branch of the Braose family, as given by a good number of authorities, agree in the 
main upon a field crusilly with a lion rampant, with variations. He also states the 
arms of Richard de Braose are apparently unknown, but his seal on an extant 
document contains a lion rampant, C.W. Forster and Kathleen Major, ed. Registrum 
Antiquissimum of the Cathedral Church of Lincoln, 4 ( Lincoln Record Society, 
Publications , 32, Hereford, 1937) p 253. He further states that the arms of his 
Richard's oldest son and heir Giles are given as argent, crusilly, a lion rampant, tail 
forked, gules and William, the son of the William in question by his first wife, are 
given as azure, crusilly, a lion rampant or. See for example The Complete Peerage 
Vol 2: pp 302, 305. 

o 

Robert E.C. Waters, Genealogical Memoirs of the Extinct Family of Chester of 
Chicheley, Their Ancestors and Descendents ( 2 vols., London, 1878) 

9 Ibid. Vol 2 Pages 196-198, which in turn cites Esch. 4 Rich. II no. 29 (The National 
Archives C260/92). 

10 The National Archives C 260/92. Wykes vs Gernon 

11 The Complete Peerage , [new ed. 12 vols. In 13, London 1910-59], V2:304-305, 
where Giles, father of John Senior and grandfather of John Junior, is said to be the son 
and heir of Richard and Alice de Brewes, and V374-375, where Margaret wife of 
Roger de Coleville and sister of Giles is said to be the daughter of Richard and Alice 
de Brewes. 

12 D.G.C. Elwes, The Genealogist [1883], 1-57, p43 

13 The National Archives JUST 1/1050 and JUST 1/1089 [see notes 21 and 25] 

14 The Complete Peerage , [new ed. 12 vols. In 13, London 1910-59], 2:302 

15 Ibid. 2: p304 

16 Ibid. 2: p305 

17 Ibid. 2: p305, 306 

18 Ibid. 2: p305, 306 

19 PRO, Calendar of the Patent Rolls, Edward II, A.D. 1324-1327 (London, 1901), p. 
261-262. 

20 The Complete Peerage, [new ed. 12 vols. In 13, London 1910-59], 2:304 note (i) 

‘ In an inquiry into the age of Edmund de Coleville, son and heir of Roger de 
Coleville, a Sir Thomas de St. Laudo testified that Richard de Brewosa and Lady 
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Alice were the grandparents of Edmund Coleville, the son and heir of Roger de 
Coleville, and that Edmund was bom at Castle Bitham at the feast of the Conversion 
of St. Paul, 16 Edw. 1. PRO, Calendar Inquisition Post Mortem Vol. 5 p 84. 

22 An inquisition post mortem on Roger de Coleville found that his son and heir was 
Edmund aged seven weeks on Palm Sunday 16 Edw. I, and that he held the manor of 
Hakyeton not in his demesne as of fee but of free marriage of Margaret his wife. PRO, 
Calendar of Inquisition Post Mortem, Vol 2 p420. 

23 Supra note 21 

24 Supra note 22 

25 PRO, Calendar of the Patent Rolls, 1272-1281 p.245. 

26 PRO, Calendar of Inquisitions Post Mortems, Vol 2 p420-421 
22 PRO, Calendar of Close Rolls Vol 2 1279-1288 p501 

28 PRO, Calendar of Close Rolls Vol 2 1279-1288 p501, 505; Vol 3 1288-1296 p78, 
p81, and pl71 

29 PRO, Calendar of the Patent Rolls, 1272-1281 p.247. 

30 

PRO, Calendar of Inquisitions Post Mortems, Vol 5 p375 

31 

PRO, Calendar of Inquisitions Post Mortems, Vol 7 p450 

32 Supra Note 6 

33 The National Archives CP 25/1/283/17 

This is the final concord made in the court of the lord king at Westminster, at the 
quinzaine of Martinmas in the fifty sixth year of the reign of King Henry son of King 
John [25 November 1271], before Martin Littlebry, Stephen Haym, Robert Fulcon, 
justices, and other subjects of the lord king present there at that time, between Richard 
de Breouse and Alice his wife, complainants, and William de Breouse, deforciant, 
through John de Lytton appointed in his place to win or lose, concerning the manor of 
Akenham with appurtenances and the advowson of the church of the same manor and 
the advowsons of the church of Cleydon and Hemmyngeston, whence a plea of 
contract was summoned between them in the same court, namely that the aforesaid 
William acknowledged the aforesaid manors and the advowsons of the aforesaid 
churches and appurtenances to be the right of this Alice and he remitted and 
quitclaimed for himself and his heirs to the aforesaid Richard and Alice and the heirs 
of this Alice in perpetuity. And for this acknowledgment, remission, quitclaim, fine 
and agreement, the same Richard acknowledges the manor of Brumlegh with 
appurtenances, Surrey, to be the right of the aforesaid William and Mary his wife, as 
that which this William and Mary held by gift of the aforesaid Richard and Alice, the 
same William and Mary and heirs whom the same William may procreate by the 
aforesaid Mary, to have and hold of the aforesaid Richard and Alice and the heirs of 
Alice in perpetuity, on payment per annum of a pair of white gloves worth one penny 
at Easter for all service, custom and exaction, and if it may happen the aforesaid 
William should die without heirs of himself procreated of Mary or if the heirs whom 
the same William procreated of Mary should die without heirs of themselves then the 
aforesaid manor of Brumlegh with appurtenances after the death of Mary will remain 
to the right heirs of William to hold of the aforesaid Richard and Alice and the heirs 
of Alice by the aforesaid service in perpetuity and the aforesaid Richard and Alice and 
the heirs of Alice warrant, acquit and defend the same William and Mary and the heirs 
of William aforesaid of the aforesaid manor of Brumlegh with appurtenances by the 
aforesaid services, against all men in perpetuity. And the aforesaid same Richard and 
Alice gave, granted and surrendered in the same court to William land with 
appurtenances in Landimore and Rossuly worth forty pounds and they remitted and 
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quitclaimed for themselves and the heirs of Alice to the aforesaid William and his 
heirs in perpetuity. And let it be known that the earlier fine made between the 
aforesaid William, Richard and Alice concerning the aforesaid manor of Akenham 
with appurtenances, and advowsons of the aforesaid churches, and land and 
appurtenances worth forty pounds in Landimore and Rossuly, by this fine is 
completely annulled. 

Translation P.W. Mackenzie 

34 PRO, Calendar of Inquisition Post Mortem Vol 5 pages 435,436 

35 Coram Rege Roll No. 193 Trinity 1308, m57 and Selden Society Publications 
Volume 74 page 7. 

36 Ibid. 

An inquisition post mortem in 34 Hen IE on Roger de Clere and Maud his wife 
found that Maud de Clere held a moiety of Bromle manor, Surrey and that Alice, the 
daughter of William le Rus and Agatha his wife, daughter and heir of Roger and 
Maud Clere, aged 2 and more, is their heir. PRO, Ccdendar of Inquisition Post 
Mortem , Vol 1 p 49-50. 

00 

An inquisition post mortem in 46 Hen IE on Richard Lungespee found that John de 
Fay had two daughters Maud and Phillipa, and from Maud issued a daughter Agatha, 
and from her Alice who was the wife of Richard Lungespee; and Richard and Alice 
held a moiety of Bromleghe, Surrey. PRO, Ccdendar of Inquisition Post Mortem, Vol 
1 pl43. 

39 D.G.C. Elwes, The Genecdogist [1883], p39 citing Coram Rege Roll, 49 Hen IE, 
mii, which records a trial in 49 Hen IE between Richard be Breus and Alice his wife 
where Maltida sues Richard and Alice for ejecting her men from the manors of 
Stradeford(sic), Stinton, Bromleigh, Lutheburg, Sevelington, which she had to farm. 

40 Feet of Fine. Div Co. 51 Hen El, 9 stating that Alice, wife of Richard de Brewes, 
granted Bramley to Maud Longespee to hold for life. 

41 The National Archives JUST 1/1050 
52-53 Hen El 

Yorkshire eyre of 1268-1269, Preston's roll of civil pleas 

John de Stonegrave claims against Richard de Breuse the manor of Thorganby with 
appurtenances excepting four bovates and forty acres of land in the same manor as his 
right by writ of right. And on this he says that a certain Simon, his ancestor, was 
seised in his demesne as of fee and right, in the reign of King John father of the now 
lord king taking therefrom the profits to the value etc. And from the same Simon the 
right of the aforesaid manor descended to a certain William, as son and heir. And 
from the same William the right descended to a certain Simon, as son and heir. And 
from the same Simon the right descended to a certain William, as son and heir. And 
from the same William the right descended to a certain Joan, as daughter and heir. 
And from the said Joan because she died without heirs of herself, the right reverted to 
a certain Peter brother of said William father of Joan as uncle and heir. And from the 
said Peter because he died without heirs of himself, the right descended to the same 
John, who now claims as brother and heir. And that such is his right, he offers etc. 

And Richard appears and says he cannot give an answer to this writ. Because he says 
that apart from the aforesaid four bovates and forty acres of land in the same manor, 
which are excepted, he does not hold the whole of the aforesaid manor with 
appurtenances claimed against him. Because he says that the lord King holds therein 
three shillings rent issuing from the aforesaid manor which he obtained by the hand of 
a certain John son of Wakelim and Thomas Molle. And he says that a certain Henry 
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Hay holds therein two bovates of land. And the Prioress of Thicket holds therein two 
bovates of land. And the Prior of Ellerton likewise holds therein forty acres of land. 
Afterwards the aforesaid Richard appears and withdraws that exception and says that 
whatever he has in the aforesaid manor he holds by the gift of William de Breuse and 
a certain Aline formerly his wife, whose right and marriage portion it was, and he says 
that the same William and Alina, after that lord, that is between the 38 th year of the 
reign of the now lord king and the 40th following [1253/4 - 1255/6 ] they came before 
the justices of the lord King’s Bench and acknowledged it to be the right of the same 
Richard by a Fine made there between them on condition that the same William and 
Alina undertook for themselves and their heirs to warrant. And he says that the same 
William holds all the lands and tenements that were of the heredity of the aforesaid 
Alina by the law of England and that by the same he maintains issue, that is a certain 
William his son. And he calls therein to warrant the aforesaid William de Breuse as 
tenant of the lands which were the aforesaid Alina’s by the law of England and 
likewise the aforesaid William son of William de Breuse and heir of the aforeaid 
Alina, who is under age. 

And the aforesaid John claims that the aforesaid Richard should show the charter or 
other instrument by which the aforesaid William son of William who is under age 
ought to warrant the said Richard and Richard says that between the 38 th year and the 
40 th following a fine was made therein between the same Richard and the aforesaid 
William and Alina on condition that a Chirograph was levied in the aforesaid court, of 
which the foot is in the archives of the Treasurer and called the Foot etc. Therefore it 
was ordered to the Treasurer and Barons of the Exchequer that they send a transcript 
of the foot that the aforesaid Richard should have it here on the day of St John the 
Baptist in one month. And likewise the aforesaid William de Breuse tenant of the 
lands etc was summonsed that he be here at the aforesaid date. And he was 
summonsed in the county of Sussex. And on that day the Treasurer sent the transcript 
of the aforesaid foot of the aforesaid fine sealed with the seal of the lord king. Which 
showed that the aforesaid Richard and Alina and the heirs of Alina are held to warrant 
And because it was shown that the aforesaid William son of William heir of the 
aforesaid Alina is under age the suit is remanded sine die [ie indefinitely] until [he is] 
of age etc 

Translation M.L. Tompkins 

42 The National Archives JUST 1/1055 

Yorkshire eyre of 1279-1281, Rex roll of civil pleas and plaints 

Continuing concerning the Jury and Assize 

Sussex and York 

Richard de Breuse offered himself on the fourth day against William de Breus, 
William son of Aline former wife of William de Breus in a plea that they be here on 
this day to warrant to him the manor of Thorganby with appurtenances, except four 
bovates and forty acres of land in the same manor that John de Staingreve claims as 
his right against him, in county York and from whence the same Richard etc. And 
they did not appear. And the sheriff of Sussex <and Buckinghamshire> was 
commanded to summonse them to be here on this day. And the sheriff did nothing 
therein and did not send the writ. So, as before, the sheriff of Sussex was ordered to 
summonse the aforesaid William de Breuse and the sheriff of Buckinghamshire to 
summonse the said William son of Alina to be here in the quinzaine of St Hilary. And 
the sheriff to be [?here] to hear the judgement. The same day was given to the 
aforesaid John in the Bench etc. 
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Translation M.L. Tompkins and P.W. Mackenzie 

43 The Register of Archbishop Walter Giffard, (Surtees Society, vol. cix) pages 50 
and 57. 

44 Rotuli Hundredorum temp. Hen. IE & Edw. I, ed. W. Elingworth and J. Caley 
(Record Commission, 1812-18) 

45 The National Archives JUST 1/1089 

Yorkshire eyre of 1293-1294, Cressingham's roll of civil pleas 
More from the Jurors and the Assize at York 

Alice who was the wife of Richard de Breuse claims against Thomas de Multon of 
GiUesland the third part of the manor of Thurgramby with appurtenances as dower etc. 
And Thomas appears and says that he does not hold the whole of the aforesaid manor, 
because said Geoffrey de Hertenpol holds thence one messuage containing one toft, 
and 16 acres land, three acres pasture and two acres of forest held to him acquired at 
an earlier date namely Eighteenth day of June this year. And as to the residue says 
that Matilda who was the wife of Thomas Multon ( grandmother of himself Thomas 
and who is her heir ) previously brought in the Lord King’s Court a writ of entry about 
that manor against Roger Colevile and Margaret his wife, namely claiming by right 
such manor as her inheritance. And in that the same Roger and Margaret had not 
entered until after the demise which said Thomas her former husband, was charged, 
and thence had made to William de Breuse. And in answer to which writ, the same 
Roger and Margaret called to warranty the aforesaid Richard former husband of Alice, 
who in the same court warranted to them and therein thence called to warranty 
William de Breusse and William his son, who warranted to him and called to warranty 
Thomas son of Thomas Multon, who warranted to him on condition that by judgement 
the court is of the opinion that the aforesaid Matilda should recover the aforesaid 
tenancy against the aforesaid Roger and Margeret, and the same Roger and Margaret 
in turn from the aforesaid Richard, and Richard in turn from the aforesaid William and 
William, and the same William and William in turn from the aforesaid Thomas of land 
of equivalent worth. And says that he is prepared to verify all manners with which the 
court has adjudged that the aforesaid tenancy belongs to Matilda who had brought the 
writ. And inasmuch as Matilda has recovered the aforesaid tenancy of a more rightful 
possession than the possession of the aforesaid Richard, of whom the aforesaid Alicia 
seeks her dowry by manner of this petition, that the right to the aforesaid manor is out 
of the hands of the judgement of the petition on whether the aforesaid Alice ought to 
be endowed with the aforesaid manor. 

And Alice provisionally recognises that the aforesaid Matilda brought the aforesaid 
writ in the aforesaid form but says that the said Thomas, son of Thomas above, is the 
superior warrantor concerning the surrender of the aforesaid manor to the aforesaid 
Matilda in the King’s Court. And afterwards in the district outside the court the same 
Thomas as warrantor assigned the aforesaid Roger and Margaret certain tenants of 
with which Margaret hitherto is in possession, on condition that they would not further 
pursue land held by Richard of equivalent worth, and in turn not make the aforesaid 
Richard pursue land of equivalent worth. And inasmuch through this effect the right to 
the property is rendered invalid out of the hands of the defendent illegible, and does 
not ask for dowry with regard to the estate of her husband by warranty, yet asks for 
dowry of the estate including the aforesaid manor as of fee before the manor is 
alienated for life. The same Thomas is able to say that she is endowed of equivalent 
worth to the aforesaid manor and the aforesaid manor is in the possession of the 
aforesaid Thomas by hereditary descent by mesne. The aforesaid Thomas who in 
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early times recovered it by a superior warrant, asks in the same place whether the writ 
of dowry with regard to the aforesaid manor should not be allowed. And Thomas says 
that it must be restored to him namely by form of statute which comprises that if the 
husband of the woman had handed over, the woman may petition after the death of her 
husband for her dowry and the right of the tenant may be removed where the husband 
of the woman has not done so, in full vigour of feudal tenure the exception ought to be 
granted. And says that he is prepared to verify the time before which the aforesaid 
Richard has held something in the aforesaid manor and the time with which the 
aforesaid manor has been in the possession of the aforesaid Richard, and afterwards at 
all times the right of the preceeding manor has belonged to Matilda in the form which 
had been petitioned. And inasmuch the aforesaid Alice cannot be given those estates 
which the aforesaid Richard her husband has held in the aforesaid manor himself, 
which was acquired by deed from William de Breusse, to which the aforesaid Thomas 
the husband of Matilda had demised, which Matilda in life could not have granted. 
And he is prepared to verify by oath the aforesaid manor always has belonged to 
Matilda the whole preceding time. And whatever the aforesaid Alice may say 
concerning Thomas the father, whose heir he is, the manor was warranted and 
surrendered, and asks in the same place whether the aforesaid Alice ought to have her 
writ of dowry. And Alice says that she is not in any circumstances necessary for 
application of the statute, because she says that her husband did not surrender, but of 
the estates that he had held through his warranty, he has been warranted, by which 
status she has been able to affirm it has been diminished. And since the aforesaid 
Thomas cannot be given which the aforesaid Richard the said husband, has been in the 
possession of the aforesaid manor as of fee and his status at no time in any other way 
has been annulled as said given in earlier times by the aforesaid Thomas, whose son 
and heir is Thomas the defendant of the aforesaid Matilda in the aforesaid form and by 
the aforesaid circumlocutory had between the first Thomas, the father and the 
aforesaid Roger. And Margaret herself is excluded of the dowery to be had of 
equivalent worth of the manor and asks in the same place as in earlier times whether 
the dower from that place ought not be recovered against him. 

Translation P.W. Mackenzie 

46 Matilda de Vallibus was, as she calls herself in two of her charters, “daughter of 
Hubert de Vallibus, lady and heir of Gillesland, formerly wife of Thomas de Muleton” 
(Regist. Lanecost, MS x. 5, 7). This Hubert was the second of the name, see note 6 on 
No. 192. Matilda, his only child, married Thomas de Muleton, the second of the 
name, see note 4 on No. 47. He died in 1271, the date of this charter; but Matilda 
continued to rule and hold Gillesland independent of her son Thomas, who had seisin 
of the lands which his father had in his own right. She granted several charters in her 
widowhood to the Priory of Lanercost, calling herself sometimes de Multon, but 
generally de Vallibus ; some are dated, as in 1276, at Kircoswald (Regist. Lanercost 
MS x. 11) in 1285 (x. 18), in 1287 (xi 8), in 1292 (xi. 6). In the writ of summons for 
military service issued April 16 th , 19 Edward I, 1291, both Thomas de Multon Senior 
and Junior are summoned, and Matilda de Multon Domina de Gillesland (F.Palgrave, 
Parliamentary Writs, i 256). According to the Chronicon de Lanercost (ed.. 
Stevenson, p. 159) she died on 5. Dunstan’s Day, May 19 th , 1295; but according to the 
Inquistions post mort. (21 Edward I No. 25) she was dead in 1293, “Thomas son of 
Thomas, above 30 years of age, being her heir.” 
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The website http://www.utoronto.ca/deeds/research/research.html citing “The 
“Register of the Priory of Wetherhal” edited by with introduction and notes by J.E. 
Prescott D.D. 1897; no. 194 Carta Matildis de Vallibus note 1. 

47 The National Archives CP 40/55 
1284/1285 Michaelmas 

Rex Roll 
Yorkshire 

Matilda, who was the wife of Thomas de Multon of Gillesland. through her attorney 
makes claim against Roger de Colevile and Margaret his wife to the manor of 
Thorgramby with appurtenances as her right and inheritance and in which the same 
Roger and Margaret did not have entry until after the demise which Thomas de 
Multon, one time husband of the same Matilda, who in his lifetime could not of 
granted, then made to William de Breuse and Aline his wife. And Roger and 
Margeret elsewhere thence called to warrant Richard de Breuse who warrants to them 
and in turn thence called to warrant William de Breuse and William his son who 
warrant to him and in turn thence called to warrant Thomas de Multon of Gillesland 
who now appears through his man and warrants to him. And by permission 
surrendered to her said manor with appurtenances that is valued at forty two pounds 
four shillings and two pence per annum. Therefore she should have seisin. And the 
aforesaid Roger and Margeret hold land of the aforesaid Richard in county Suffolk 
and the aforesaid Richard hold land of William de Breuse and William his son in 
county Sussex and William and William hold land of Thomas in county Cumberland 
to the appropriate value. 

Translation P.W. Mackenzie & M.L. Tompkins 2006 

48 

1 PRO, Calendar of Inquisition Post Mortems, Hen El, Vol 1 p277-278 

49 PRO, Calendar of Inquisitions Post Mortems, Vol 2 p420-421 

50 PRO, Calendar of the Patent Rolls, Edward I, A.D. 1272-1281 (London, 1901), 
p.247. 

51 The Parliament Rolls of Medieval England by Scholarly Digital Editions Edited by 
C. Given-Wilson (General Editor), P.Brand, A.Curry, R.E. Horrox, G. Martin, W.M. 
Ormond, J.R.S. Philips, Edw I Roll 2 

Easter Parliament of 1290. 

“[Petition of Margaret, the widow of Roger de Coleville, whose claim to dower is 
delayed because the warrantor of the tenant is in the king's wardship]. 

52 (46). Margaret, the widow of Roger of Coleville, claims her dower against William 
de St Quentin, who vouches to warranty an heir who is under age, who is in the king's 
wardship; and she requests the king to command Richard de Braose, the guardian, to 
answer, so that her claim for her dower is not delayed. 

The justices are told to proceed and that the guardian is to answer.” 

52 PRO Calendar of the Fine Rolls, Edward II, 1307-1319 (London, 1912) p263 

The Parliament Rolls of Medieval England by Scholarly Digital Editions Edited by 
C. Given-Wilson (General Editor), P.Brand, A.Curry, R.E. Horrox, G. Martin, W.M. 
Ormond, J.R.S. Philips, SC9/19 m. 7 59(32). 

The Lincoln parliament of January - Februaryl316 

“59 (32). A nostre seignur le roi et a son consail mostre Marie qe fu la femme Wiliam 
de Brehous qe come le dit Wiliam, jadis son baron, prist de nostre seignur le roi qi 
mort est le manoir de Bitham od les apurtenances, c'estasavoir Estbitham, 
Westbitham, et Careby, jeskes al age Edmund de Colevill', fiz et heir Roger de 
Colevill', par fyn de cent livres, et jatardis rendaunt al escheker par an durant la garde 
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quatrevintz et troiz li. sesze soutz, trois deners, et ferthynge, a quoi le manoir fust 
extendu l'an du regne nostre seignur le roi qui mort est seszime. Et puis le dit Wiliam 
bailla le dit manoir a Richard son frere, a tenoir a sa volunte, a paier la ferme, et le dit 
Richard ne paiast pas la ferme le roi al escheker del temps qe le dit manoir fust en sa 
mayne: par quoi les biens et les chateux le dit William meintenant apres sa mort 
furunt pris en la meyne le roy qi mort est, jeskes ataunt qe la dite Marie vient en court, 
par assent de mestre Johan de Morle et ses compaignouns, executours del testament le 
dit Wiliam, et fist gree, et trovast seurte de rendre les arrerages, et depaier pleynement 
la ferme pur le temps suaunt. Et l'an .xvij. Margarete, qe fu la femme Roger de 
Colevill', empleda sire Wiliam de Seint Quintine de son tierce de Harpam, Burton' 
Annays, et Chirrum, les queux le dit Wiliam de Seint Quintyn avoit purchace de le dit 
Roger, jadis son baron. Et le dit William de Seint Quintyn vouchast le heir avantdit, qi 
corps fust en la meyne nostre seignur le roi, et ses gardayns agaraunt auxi, come conu 
est par processe qe la dite Marie ay suy del an .xvij. en temps Thomas de Weylond, 
jadis justice du Baunke, dont la dite Margarete recovera de la partie qe fuist en la 
meyne le dit Richard, du lesse Wiliam son frere, par le voucher le dit William de Seint 
Quintyn .lxx. s. .vi. d. obole, par le voucher Henry de Colevill' .viij. s., par le voucher 
Robert de Colevill' .x. s. et par le voucher sire Roger, viker de l'eglise de Auburn', .vij. 
s. par an puis la commission fait a dit William de Brehous. Et pur ceo qe le recorde 
n'est pas pleynement quys hors de la tresorie nostre seignur le roy, la dite Marie prie 
pur Dieu, qe maunde soit au tresorer et chaumberleyns qe le dit recorde soit 
entierement quis hors, et a la dite Marie entierement alowe, solom ley et reson. 

Responsio. 

Mittatur ista peticio sub pede sigilli thesaurario et baronibus de scaccario, una cum 
recordo et processu placiti quod fuit coram Thoma de Weylond et sociis suis dudum 
justiciariis de Banco, inter Margaretam que fuit uxor Rogeri de Colevill', petentem, et 
Willelmum de Sancto Quyntyno, deforciantem, de dote sua in Harpam, Chirrum, 
Grantemor, et Burton' Agnetis, in comitatu Ebor'; et similiter Henricum de Colevill', 
et Robertum de Colevill', ac Rogerum vicarium ecclesie de Auburn', de dote predicte 
Margarete in Auburn' in comitatu Line'; in quibus quidem placitis tarn predictus 
Willelmus quam predicti Henricus et Robertus et Rogerus vocaverunt ad warantum 
Edmundum de Colevill', filium et heredem predicti Rogeri, tunc in custodia regis 
existentis, et alios custodes terrarum et tenementorum ejusdem heredis qui eis 
warantizaverunt, ut dicitur. Et mandetur eisdem thesaurario et baronibus per breve, 
quod si per inspeccionem predictorum recordi et processus, et residui processus 
ejusdem placiti quod remanet in thesauraria, eis legitime constare poterit prefatam 
Margaretam recuperasse de porcione terrarum et tenementorum predictorum in manu 
Ricardi de Brewosa tunc existencium, ex commissione Willelmi de Brewosa, ' ,cl " rex 

porcionem Mam commiserat/ usque ad legitimam etatem predicti here dis, habendam Xpr0/ Certa 

firma regi inde annuatim reddenda .iiij./z. .xv. s. .vi. d. obolum per annum virtute 
warantie predicte, et eciam si eis constare poterit Mariam, que fuit uxor predicti 
Willelmi de Brewosa, in defectum predicti Ricardi de Brewosa invenisse securitatem 
ad idem scaccarium de firma predicta durante custodia ilia, et de arreragiis que 
tempore mortis ipsius W. de Brewosa a retro fuerant solvendis, tunc eidem Marie de 
predictis .iiij./z .xv. s. .vi. denariis et obolo annuis a tempore recuperacionis predicte 
durante custodia predicta in firma et arreragiis illis debitam recompensacionem fieri 
faciant ad scaccarium supradictum.” 

Translation 

“On behalf of Mary the widow of William de Braose. 
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59 (32). To our lord the king and his council Mary the widow of William de Braose 
shows that whereas the said William, her late husband (sic )l[formerly his baron], took 
from our lord the late king the manor of Bitham with its appurtenances, that is to say 
East Bitham, West Bitham, and Careby, until the majority of Edmund of Coleville, the 
son and heir of Roger of Coleville, through a fine of £100, nevertheless paying 
annually at the exchequer during the wardship £83 16s. 3d. farthing, at which the 
manor was valued in the sixteenth year of the reign of our lord the late king [1287- 
88]. And then the said William delivered the said manor to Richard his brother, to 
hold at his pleasure, to pay the farm, and the said Richard did not pay the king's farm 
at the exchequer for the time when the said manor was in his hand: because of which 
the goods and chattels of the said William were taken into the hand of the late king 
immediately after his death, until the said Mary came to court, with the consent of 
Master John of Morley and his companions, the executors of the testament of the said 
William, and made satisfaction, and found surety that she would make good the 
arrears, and pay the farm fully for the time which followed. And in the seventeenth 
year Margaret, who was the wife of Roger of Coleville, impleaded Sir William of St 
Quentin concerning her third of Harpham, Burton Agnes, and Chirrum, which the said 
William of St Quentin had acquired from the said Roger, her late husband. And the 
said William of St Quentin vouched the aforesaid heir, whose person was in the hand 
of our lord the king, to warranty, and his guardians also, as is known from the process 
which the said Mary sued in the seventeenth year [1288-89], in the time of Thomas of 
Weyland, formerly justice of the Bench, of which the said Margaret recovered, from 
the part which was in the hand of the said Richard, of the lease of William his brother, 
through the warranty of the said William of St Quentin 70s. 6d. halfpence, through the 
warranty of Henry of Coleville 8s., through the warranty of Robert of Coleville 10s. 
and through the warranty of lord Roger, the vicar of the church of Aubourn, 7s., 
annually, after the giving of the commission to the said William de Braose. And 
because the record is not fully obtained from the treasury of our lord the king, the said 
Mary prays, for God's sake, that the treasurer and chamberlains might be ordered that 
the said record be entirely released, and fully allowed to the said Mary, in accordance 
with law and reason. 

Answer. 

This petition is to be sent under the foot of the seal to the treasurer and barons of the 
exchequer, together with the record and process of the plea which was held before 
Thomas of Weyland and his colleagues, formerly justices of the Bench, between 
Margaret who was the wife of Roger of Coleville, claimant, and William of St 
Quentin, deforciant, concerning her dower in Harpham, Chirrum, Gransmoor, and 
Burton Agnes, in the county of York, and likewise Henry of Coleville, and Robert of 
Coleville, and Roger the vicar of the church of Aubourn, concerning the aforesaid 
Margaret's dower in Aubourn in the county of Lincoln, in which pleas both the 
aforesaid William and the aforesaid Henry and Robert and Roger vouched to warranty 
Edmund of Coleville, the son and heir of the aforesaid Roger, then in the king's 
wardship, and the other guardians of the lands and tenements of the same heir, who 
warranted them, as is said. And the same treasurer and barons are to be ordered by 
writ, that if by an examination of the aforesaid record and process, and of the 
remainder of the process of the same plea, which remains in the treasury, they can 
legitimately establish that the aforementioned Margaret recovered from the part of the 
aforesaid lands and tenements then in the hand of Richard de Braose, from the grant 
of William de Braose, to whom the king granted that part until the majority of the 
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aforesaid heir, to have for a certain farm to be paid to the king annually, £4 15s. 6d. 
halfpenny annually, by virtue of the aforesaid warranty, and also if they can establish 
that Mary, who was the wife of the aforesaid William de Braose, in default of the 
aforesaid Richard de Braose found surety at the same exchequer that she would pay 
the aforesaid farm during that wardship, and the arrears which were owed from the 
time of the death of the same W. de Braose, then they are to have due recompense 
made at the aforementioned exchequer to the same Mary during the aforesaid 
wardship in that farm and arrears, for the aforesaid £4 15s. 6d. halfpenny annually, 
from the time of the aforesaid recovery.” 

54 PRO , Calendar of Close Rolls Vol 2, 1313-1318, p352 
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